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~ Misbranding of the article was-alleged in. the -libel in that certain state-
nients on the labels on the bottles containing; on the cartong inclosing, and in
the circulars and testimonialg aeccompanying the article, regarding the curative
or therapeutic effects of the article, fallse]y' and fraudulently represented that
the article was o germicide’ that destrovs disease germs in animals and was
a remedy and preventive for hog cholera, whereas, in fact and in truth, it
wag not. o

On May 24, 1920, no elnimant having appeared for- the property, judgment
of condemmation and forfeiture wag entered, and it was ordered by the court
that the product be destroyved by the Unitcd States marshal.

. DoBaLn, deting Secretary of Agriculture.

8159, Misbranding of Dr. A. B, Simpson’s Vegetable Cosupound, T, §, * *  *
V. 2 Dozen Botlles, More or Less, of Dr. A. B, Simpson’s Vegetable
Compound. Default decree of condexunuﬁon, forfeiture, and de-
straction. (I, & D). No. 12564, 1. 8. No. 8142—1r, 8. No. (~1861.)

i,
)

On March 23, 1920, the TUnited States attorney for the Western District of
Missouri, acting upon a rveport by the Secretary- of Agriculture, filed in the
District Court of the United States for gaid district a libel praying for the
seizyre and condemnation of 2 dozen bottles of an afticle, labeled “ Dr. A, B.
‘Sitiipson’s Vegetable Compound,” remaining unsold in the original unbroken
packages at Kansas City, Mo, alleging that the article had been shipped on or
about February 17, 1920, by Dr. A. B. Simpson Co., Richinond, Ind., and trans-
ported from the State of Indiana into the State of Missouri, and charging mis-
branding in violation of (he Ieod and Drugs Act, as amended.

Analyzis of a sample of the article by the Bureau of Chemistry of this de-
partment showed that it consisfed essentially of a solution of potassinm iodid,
unidentified plant extractives, and sugnr, in alcohol and water. '

Misbranding of the article was alleged in the libel 'in that certain state-
ments regarding the curative or therapeutic effects of the article, appearing on
the labels on the bhottles containing, on the cartens inclosiiig, and in the circu-
lars accompanying the article, falsely and fraudutently represented the article
to be effective as a remedy for all diseases depending upon a depraved condition
of the Dbicod, scrofula; scrofulous diseases of the eyes, scrofula in any form,
erysipelas, old soves, boils or ulecers, pimples, blotches and any disease or erup-
tion of the skin, rheumatism and pains in the limbs, bones, etc., scaid-head,
salt rheum, tetter; long-standing discases of the liver, catarrhal affections of all
kinds, syphilig, or the diseases that it entails, Dlood poisoning, and constipa-.
tion, whereas, in tiath and in fact, the darticle was not effective,

On May 24, 1920, no claimant having appeared for the property, judement of
condemnation and forfeiture wag entered, and it wasg ordered by the court that
the product be destroyed by the United States marshal.

E. D. Barr, Acting Scci'ct(n'y of dgriculture.

S160. Misbranding of Pabst's Okay Specifie. U, 8 * * * ¥, G4 Bottles of
Pabst’s Okay Specifie. Defaunit decree of condemnation, forfeiture,
and destructien. (I, & D. No. 106935, 1. 8. No. 16394~1r, &, No. I5-1538.)

On or about June 23, 1919, the Uni'ed States attorney for the Lastern Dis-
trict of North Carolina, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture,
filed in the District Court of the United Srates for said district a libel for the
seizure and condemnation of 6+ bottles of a product, labeled in part “ Pabst’s
Okay Specific,” remaining unsold in the original unbroken packages at Durham,



